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Dear Dr. Hayes
I am writing to express my concern at the recent publication
authored by Séralini et al. in ‘‘Food and Chemical Toxicology.’’ As
you will be aware this paper has caused considerable disquiet in
the scientiﬁc community. The problems lie at several levels and
bring into serious question the quality and standard of the editorial
processes in your journal. I became concerned about the quality of
the editorial process when I reached the second sentence ‘‘In fe-
males, all treated groups died 2–3 time more than controls, and
more rapidly.’’ There are other confusing sentences that also reﬂect
poor editorial work, for example ‘‘Up to 14 months, no animals in
the control groups showed any signs of tumors whilst 10–30% of
treated females per group developed tumors, with the exception
of one group (33% GMO + R).’’ I was left wondering if anyone had
really read the paper carefully.
At the scientiﬁc level there are also major problems with this
manuscript. These problems include: the absence of any statistical
analysis of the data, the peculiar treatment of controls, the biased
interpretation of the results (for example, the males feed high
doses of GM maize appeared to show reduced tumour rates but
this is ignored [albeit without statistical assessment]) and the fail-
ure to adequately reference other studies that have reached differ-
ent conclusions. These issues, particularly the lack of statistical
support, are so fundamental that I was again left to wonder how
this manuscript could have survived a reputable peer review
process.
Further, the comment ‘‘All data cannot be shown in one report,
and the most relevant are described here’’ is clearly unacceptable. I
ﬁnd it hard to believe that your journal is unable to support sup-
plementary data ﬁles, particularly since these are unlikely to be
substantial relative to other studies. I have joined colleagues in
signing a petition to urge Dr. Séralini to make all of the data pub-0278-6915  2012 Elsevier Ltd.
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Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license. lically available. It is unfortunate that the scientiﬁc community
should need to initiate such a petition. Full release of data should
have been a requirement of your journal.
I also have concerns about the way in which this paper was
launched. I understand that the paper was made available to se-
lected groups well in advance of publication. If this information
is correct, it implies a deliberate attempt to manipulate the public
debate and further compromises the integrity of your journal.
I was concerned to receive a message from colleagues encour-
aging scientists to write to you urging retraction of the paper.
Retraction or otherwise of this paper should not be left to popular
concern or approbation. The GM debate has become highly polar-
ized and much of the opposition to this technology is based on
deep ideological views that will not be swayed by science or edu-
cation. At the risk of appearing condescending, I feel it is critically
important that the scientiﬁc community retain high standards for
assessing and evaluating research around the application of this
technology. If anything, we need to be over-critical when it comes
to assessing scientiﬁc work from either side of the debate. I would
strongly encourage you to closely examine the review and editorial
process that led to the acceptance of this paper.
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